Date: Tue, 26 Jan 93 04:30:28 PST 

From: Ham-Policy Mailing List and Newsgroup <ham-policy@ucsd.edu> 
Errors-To: Ham-Policy-Errors@UCSD.Edu 

Reply-To: Ham-Policy@UCSD.Edu 

Precedence: Bulk 

Subject: Ham-Policy Digest V93 #22 

To: Ham-Policy 


Ham-Policy Digest Tue, 26 Jan 93 Volume 93 : Issue 22 


Today's Topics: 
Abandonment of CW (2 msgs) 
Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) (3 msgs) 
Ham-Policy Digest V93 #21 
Language on the net (was Re: Closed repeaters) 
Pres. Clinton speech via Packet? (2 msgs) 
Regulations on Rebroadcast 
Sensitive New Age Ham 
START CONF 


Send Replies or notes for publication to: <Ham-Policy@UCSD.Edu> 
Send subscription requests to: <Ham-Policy-REQUEST@UCSD.Edu> 
Problems you can't solve otherwise to brian@ucsd.edu. 


Archives of past issues of the Ham-Policy Digest are available 
(by FTP only) from UCSD.Edu in directory "mailarchives/ham-policy". 


We trust that readers are intelligent enough to realize that all text 
herein consists of personal comments and does not represent the official 
policies or positions of any party. Your mileage may vary. So there. 


Date: Mon, 25 Jan 93 15:43:12 GMT 

From: elroy.jpl.nasa.gov!orchard.la.locus.com!prodnet.la.locus.com! 
lando.la.locus.com!dana@decwrl.dec.com 

Subject: Abandonment of CW 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


The US Amateur Radio Service was chartered to do a number of things. Among 
the charter is the development of a trained pool of radio operators and 
advancement of the state of the radio art. 


At one time, the government used CW in many radio operations, and the 
notion of a "trained radio operator" therefore included training in CW. 


So, it made sense to require knowledge of CW to gain an amateur license. 


However, today, little, if any, of the government radio communications 


operations, use CW. It seems that government traffic is now either voice 
or automated digital (such as FEC packet). 


My point is, the FCC did not charter amateur radio to be a museum of 
ancient radio arts. The FCC chartered amateur radio to develop operators 
trained in the current technologies. The FCC chartered amateur radio to 
develop xnewx technologies ("to advance the state of the radio art"). 


CW is a fun mode, one which I often enjoy. However, arguing the preservation 
of CW just because we've always used it is pointless and contrary to the 
charter of our service. If we do not achieve the goals of our service, the 
FCC xwill*x eventually re-direct amateur radio. I would suggest it is time 
for us (the amateurs) to pro-actively petition the FCC to de-emphasize the 
archaic facets of radio and emphasize the modern facets. 


For the record, I recently achieved my Extra class license. I have nothing 
to gain from the abolition of 13 and 20 WPM requirements. 


x Dana H. Myers KK6JQ | Views expressed here are * 
(310) 337-5136 | mine and do not necessarily * 
* dana@locus.com DoD #466 | reflect those of my employer 
* 
This Extra supports the abolition of the 13 and 20 WPM tests x 


+ 


+ 


Date: 25 Jan 1993 18:19:59 GMT 

From: sun-barr!news2me.EBay.Sun.COM!west.West.Sun.COM!11-a!f£lloyd@ames.arpa 
Subject: Abandonment of CW 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


In article <1993Jan25.154312.145481@locus.com> 
dana@lando.la.locus.com (Dana H. Myers) writes: 
> 
>The US Amateur Radio Service was chartered to do a number of things. Among 
>the charter is the development of a trained pool of radio operators and 
>advancement of the state of the radio art. 

[ more deleted ] 


> My point is, the FCC did not charter amateur radio to be a museum of 
>ancient radio arts. The FCC chartered amateur radio to develop operators 
>trained in the current technologies. The FCC chartered amateur radio to 
>develop xnewx technologies ("to advance the state of the radio art"). 

[ more deleted ] 


> CW is a fun mode, one which I often enjoy. However, arguing the preservation 
>of CW just because we've always used it is pointless and contrary to the 


>charter of our service. If we do not achieve the goals of our service, the 
>FCC xwill*x eventually re-direct amateur radio. I would suggest it is time 
>for us (the amateurs) to pro-actively petition the FCC to de-emphasize the 
>archaic facets of radio and emphasize the modern facets. 

[ more deleted ] 


> For the record, I recently achieved my Extra class license. I have nothing 
>to gain from the abolition of 13 and 20 WPM requirements. 


Me too. 


Although I usually don't get into the CW flamefests, I'll stand up and 
take a stand this time in support of Dana's position. Since the Coast 
Guard has abandoned it thereby (ahem..) telegraphing the government's 
intentions :-), it now seems clear that the CW requirements are at most, 
anachronistic. The "International Treaty" which requires CW for ham 
radio begins to sound like a laughable paper tiger. Let me understand 
this: Hams have to know CW, but the Government does not.... hmmmm..... 


And above all, CW as a ‘lid filter' never worked anyway. CW should be 
a permitted mode as opposed to a required one. 


-fred 


P.S. 
It's best now to start thinking in terms of the good times that you 
_had_ with CW rather than spend the rest of your waking days grieving 


over the loss of this beloved friend :-) 


CW: It's over - deal with it. 


[ Fred Lloyd, AA7BQ Fred.Lloyd@West.Sun.COM ] 
[ Sun Microsystems, Southwest Area Solaris Transition Manager ] 
[ Phoenix, AZ (602) 275-4242 ] 


Date: Sun, 24 Jan 1993 02:50:04 GMT 

From: news.cerf.net!iat.holonet.net! bwilkins@network.UCSD.EDU 
Subject: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


dmay Nardgoad. hsc.uth.tmc.edu (Jay Maynard) writes: 

: In article <1993Jan21.153217.1@ttd.teradyne.com> rice@ttd.teradyne.com writes: 
: > This isn't a flame --- but how do you figure this number ? The way I count 
: >it, each site uses at least 8 freqs and I don't expect that they could be 

: >re-used except at (at least) alternate sites. 


: Ah, but only the repeater input and output need to be in the repeater band 
: from 440 to 450, which is the basis for this whole drawn-out discussion. 

: The rest of the frequencies you mention can be elsewhere. 

Whats the difference whether the frequencies are in the repeater sub band 

or the auxiluary sub band ....Two hams talking across town are consuming 
over 128 khz of amateur spectrum ;> 


Bob Wilkins n6ofri voice 440.250+ 100pl san francisco bay area 
bwilkins@holonet.net packet n6fri @ w6pw.#nocal.ca.usa.na 


Date: 24 Jan 93 05:00:38 GMT 

From: ogicse!uwm.edu!cs.utexas.edu!swrinde! emory!rsiatl!jgd@network.UCSD.EDU 
Subject: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


jab@hpuerca.atl.hp.com (Alan Barrow) writes: 


>I am coming to the conclusion that the systems that you guys are 
>defending have flawed topology/design, as these are non-issues in the 
>systems I have seen. 


>SELA (South Eastern Linking Assoc) has communicated with the Cactus 
>folks, and found the technology and attitudes lacking. (It does work, 
>but did not appear to be anything outstanding, per the SELA member 
>I discussed this with.) 


Alan, I think we're zooming in on the problem here. According to 

Jay the Lesser, this system, the product of Superior Texas Intellect, 

is too fragile to risk having someone not authorized key on the input, are 
so afraid of outsiders that they check the call of anyone new against their 
Holy Roster and invite strangers to leave and can't seem to operate without 
throwing lawyers at each other. Then we have to consider how 

Jay explodes at the mere mention of Morris. 


Methinks the problem is they are simply a bunch of incompetent asses. 
To rephrase Jay somewhat, these kinds of hams bring shame to us all. 
If this isn't a case history study against closed repeaters, I've never 


seen one. 


John 

John De Armond, WD40QC |Interested in high performance mobility? 
Performance Engineering Magazine(TM) | Interested in high tech and computers? 
Marietta, Ga | Send ur snail-mail address to 
jgd@dixie.com | perform@dixie.com for a free sample mag 


Need Usenet public Access in Atlanta? Write Me for info on Dixie.com. 


Date: 24 Jan 93 13:49:15 EST 

From: saimiri.primate.wisc.edu!sdd.hp.com!ncr-sd!ncrcae!ncrhub2!ncrgw2!psinntp! 
arrl.org@ames.arpa 

Subject: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


In rec.radio.amateur.policy, brian@ucsd.edu (Brian Kantor) writes: 
>gw214790@LANCE.ColoState.Edu (Galen Watts) writes: 

>>As for the use of language along the lines of Mr. Maynard's, did you 
>>consider the possibility of younger hams reading his comments? 

> [...] 

>>I often use such language myself, but not where the possibility of someone 
>>below the age of 12 can hear me. 

> 

>I too have used strong language in this forum. Occasionally, someone 
>complains. However, I prefer to remain an optimist, and write in the 
>expectation that people reading here will be of sufficient physical, 
>mental, or emotional age that they will be able to understand that 
>there are times when strong language is necessary to adequately express 
>depth of feeling. 


But few of the subjects discussed in this forum include depth of 
feeling as a relevant issue. In short, my views on the subject of 
open vs closed repeaters (just to pick an example :-) aren't in the 
least influenced by whether the subject gets you--or Jay--hopping 
mad. Rather, I'm swayed by cogent reasoning well articulated. 


>There are strong words for expressing strong emotions. These are 
>honorable words, with a venerable history. When used by a master of 
>the language, they express ideas in a way that no other words or 
>phrasing can even approximate. 


Not really. Masters of the language can say the same thing in 
different ways, including eschewing profanity when necessary. That's 
what makes them masters. But in any case, masters of the language 
are few on this forum. Use of profanity does serve a purpose, though. 


It flags the reader that the discussion is motivated not by clear-headed 
thinking but by blind emotion. This lets the thinking reader quickly 
react by skipping to the next article. 


>Regrettably, there are a number of prudes extant whose attention to 
>form rather than content will nearly always lead them to miss this 
>point. These same people are often among those who believe themselves 
>to be so holy that their own shit don't stink. 


Prudery and an inflated ego are neither mutually exclusive nor are 

they inseparable. While it's true that there are prudes reading this 
forum, there are also a number of unreconstructed adolescents who think 
that use of profanity is a sign that the speaker has strength, be it 
physical, moral or mental. They are wrong. When used improperly in 
place of reason, profanity merely indicates that the speaker's hormone 
level exceeds his IQ. 

Jon Bloom, KE3Z 

American Radio Relay League 
225 Main St. 

Newington, CT 06111 


jbloom@arrl.org 
Justice is being allowed to do whatever 
I like. Injustice is whatever prevents 
my doing so. -- Samuel Johnson 


Date: 24 Jan 93 15:42:08 GMT 

From: news-mail-gateway@ucsd.edu 
Subject: Ham-Policy Digest V93 #21 
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


Regrettably, there are a number of prudes extant whose attention to 
form rather than content will nearly always lead them to miss this 
point. These same people are often among those who believe themselves 
to be so holy that their own shit don't stink. 


Hang on for the ride. 
- Brian 


VV VV VV VV 


Oh....my my...Im **sooooxx glad SOMEONE was able to be MAN enough to 
express THESE IMPORTANT male bonding feelings to the rest of the 
HAM-POLICY forum. I feel SOO0O much better now and soooo much more 
informed about the knowledge that I have received from your comments. How 
about doing us all a favor and start your own forum -- soc.ham.boneheads 
or how about -- soc.ham.imbeciles... 


Have a nice day !!! 


Date: 25 Jan 1993 17:02:16 GMT 

From: saimiri.primate.wisc.edu!zaphod.mps.ohio-state.edu!cs.utexas.edu!bcm!1ib! 
oac.hsc.uth.tmc.edu! jmaynard@ames.arpa 

Subject: Language on the net (was Re: Closed repeaters) 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


In article <1041@arrl.org> jbloom@arrl.org (Jon Bloom) writes: 

>But few of the subjects discussed in this forum include depth of 
>feeling as a relevant issue. In short, my views on the subject of 
>open vs closed repeaters (just to pick an example :-) aren't in the 
>least influenced by whether the subject gets you--or Jay--hopping 
>mad. Rather, I'm swayed by cogent reasoning well articulated. 


In this case, I felt that it was necessary to express my disapproval of 
someone's advocacy of jamming as a legitimate means of social change in the 
strongest possible terms. I believe that there is no room in ham radio - or, 
indeed, any civilized society - for such terrorism. Mr. Bly's advocacy is no 
different from Islamic Jihad's advocacy of blowing up school buses as a means 
of achieving its desired results - whether or not the results are desirable, 
the means are simply unacceptable. 


How would you have expressed the same sentiment as the one I expressed, 
clearly and succinctly? 


>Not really. Masters of the language can say the same thing in 
>different ways, including eschewing profanity when necessary. That's 
>what makes them masters. But in any case, masters of the language 

>are few on this forum. Use of profanity does serve a purpose, though. 
>It flags the reader that the discussion is motivated not by clear-headed 
>thinking but by blind emotion. This lets the thinking reader quickly 
>react by skipping to the next article. 


Language is a tool; just as there is room in the toolbox for a jeweler's 
screwdriver, so is there room for a 16-pound sledge. Both are necessary at 
different times. 


I do not claim to be a master of language, although that is for me a desirable 
goal. I do claim to be able to use it reasonably well. My decision to use the 
language I did was conscious, and clearly arrived at. That you choose not to 
believe that does not change it. 


>When used improperly in 
>place of reason, profanity merely indicates that the speaker's hormone 
>level exceeds his IQ. 


This is the fatal flaw in your argument: it is not always used in place of 
reason. There are times where there is simply no suitable alternative. 


Jay Maynard, EMT-P, K5ZC, PP-ASEL | Never ascribe to malice that which can 


jmaynard@oac.hsc.uth.tmc.edu | adequately be explained by stupidity. 
"I don't want to read poor Microsoft bashing. I want to read good 
Microsoft bashing." -- Douglas A. Bell, in comp.os.os2.advocacy (Me too!) 


Date: 25 Jan 93 07:23:12 GMT 

From: dog.ee.lbl.gov!overload.1lbl.gov!agate!usenet.ins.cwru.edu! gatech! swrinde! 
zaphod.mps.ohio-state.edu!darwin.sura.net!newsserver.jvnc.net!netnews.upenn.edu! 
dsinc!wells! beyonet!steve@network. 

Subject: Pres. Clinton speech via Packet? 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


In <14600040@hpnmdla.sr.hp.com>, alanb@hpnmdla.sr.hp.com writes: 
Lael 
>If it is sent in a 2-way QSO with another station, no problem. If it is 
>broadcast via a packet BBS bulletin, then it violates the restrictions 
>on broadcasting: 

You mean to tell me all the other non-ham packet bulletins are 
actually a form of illegal broadcasting and nobody is saying anything 
not even the FCC? Or do you mean if it is repeated over and over again 
in UI frames blatantly into the airwaves from a packet bbs then its 
considered being broadcast. 


97.113 (c) No station shall transmit communications in order to 
engage in any form of broadcasting... 


97.3 (10) Broadcasting. Transmissions intended for reception 

by the general public, either direct or relayed. 

Here is the clincher. *~‘General Public''. Now if a bbs fwds messages to 
another bbs and the *‘General Public'' has a tne on a scanner would that 
be broadcasting if that *©‘General Public'' person complains to the FCC 
about what is being sent over the air? 


VV VV VV 


> (23) Informational bulletin. A message directed only to amateur 
> operators consisting solely of subject matter of direct interest 
> to the amateur service. 


What is the difference between informational bulletins directed to amateur 
if these bulletins have nothing to do with the Amateur Radio service and 
broadcasting? 


97.111 (b) In addition to one-way transmissions specifically 

authorized elsewhere in this Part, an amateur station may transmit 

the following types of one-way communications: : 

(6) Transmissions necessary to disseminate information bulletins. 

So this is the section of part 97 that allows hams to do oneway fwding 
transmissions to disseminate information bulletins. Back to how many bulletins 


VV VV 


have nothing to do with ham but are still informative to hams because of 
similiar interest link they have to the amateur service. 


>In other words, you can send bulletins of interest to the amateur service 
>as such, but not bulletins of interest to the general public. 
Very Good. This means that packet is more loosely packaged with non 
ham info then say Eastlink broadcasts on Repeaters which only have 
mostly space and amateur service info. Because the *‘General Public'' 
cannot usually receive packet transmissions. 


>I know of no legal limitation on political QSOs. It's probably a good 
>idea to steer clear of controversial political discussions, however, 
>because they can so easily degenerate to shouting matches, which does 
>no good for amateur radio. 


I have gotten e-mail about the speech and the political qsos. All 
saying it wasn't illegal so I guess it is the old wives tale that 


kept it from happening again.... :-) 
>AL NIAL 
|Stephen Urich| Internet:steve@zero.com "Cattle mutilations | 
|NIC: SU2 | UUCP: uunet! beyonet! steve are up!" --Sneakers | 


JARS: WB3FTP | Packet: WB3FTP@WB3FTP.d#EPA.PA.USA.NOAM 
|Bensalem, PA |Radio:wb3ftp@wb3ftp.ampr.org[44.80.8.44] 


| 
| 
| ax25<->PBBS<->IPGATE | 
| TCP/IP-FTP-SMTP-UNIX | 


Date: Mon, 25 Jan 93 15:01:24 GMT 

From: elroy.jpl.nasa.gov!orchard.la.locus.com!prodnet.la.locus.com! 
lando.la.locus.com!dana@decwrl.dec.com 

Subject: Pres. Clinton speech via Packet? 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


In article <C18FCF.1Ep@zero.com> steve@zero.com (Steve Urich) writes: 
Just wondering what the legal implications are if one would resent 
Pres. Clintons enaugural speech via packet? I read the speech and 
it looks pretty harmless, more like poetry :-). 

What are the latest policies on political type information if it 
remains distrubuted in the usa? I know there is a limitation of 


political qsuos with stations *‘outside'' of the usa. 


Just Curious, anyone else curious? 


VV VV VV VV VV MV 


> 73 Steve 


I wasn't aware of any legal limitations of the discussion of "political" 
information by US radio amateurs. There certainly isn't anything in 
Part 97, especially in 97.113. 


x Dana H. Myers KK6JQ | Views expressed here are x 
* (310) 337-5136 | mine and do not necessarily * 
* dana@locus.com DoD #466 | reflect those of my employer 
* 
* "Dammit Bones, spare me the lecture and give me the shot!" * 


Date: 25 Jan 93 18:37:00 GMT 

From: spool.mu.edu!uwm.edu!zaphod.mps.ohio-state.edu!sol.ctr.columbia.edu!emory! 
swrinde!cs.utexas.edu!qt.cs.utexas.edu!news.Brown.EDU!noc.near.net!ceylon! 
bunny. gte.com!arb2@@munnari.oz.au 

Subject: Regulations on Rebroadcast 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


Does anyone know where I can find FCC rules and regulations on 
rebroadcasting transmissions? For example, I know some voice repeaters 
can be setup to rebroadcast a message received on the input. I image this 
could be useful for some one to find out how well they're getting into the 
repeater since the incoming message would be received, recorded, and then 
retransmitted on the output. Is this legal? Anyone who can help me 
understand this more clearly, please send a reply to: arb2@gte.com. 
Thanks for the help. 


Alan, NiINQI 
E-mail: arb2@gte.com 


Date: Mon, 25 Jan 1993 19:31:16 GMT 

From: dog.ee.lbl.gov!overload.1lbl.gov!agate!stanford.edu!CSD- 
NewsHost. Stanford. EDU! umunhum! paulf@network.UCSD.EDU 

Subject: Sensitive New Age Ham 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


The recent suggestions of sensitivity traning for Jay Maynard, along with 

a similar personal experience a few months ago, have led me to the conclusion 
that the good old days of net.ham-radio are OVER. Humorous attacks, personal 
or otherwise, are no longer welcome here. As Arty Choke put it, "fightin's 


out of style". So, to mourn the passage of a great institution, I present 
the song parody _Sensitive New Age Ham_. 


No doubt this will put me in the USENET re-education camp for good. 
4Note: The musical arrangement for "Sensitive New Age Guy" consists of a 
lead female vocal, backed with a male chorus. The chorus bits are enclosed 


in arrow braces <>.¢ 


_Sensitive New Age Ham_ (to the tune of "Sensitive New Age Guy") 


He doesn't have, a big tower. <Sensitive New Age Ham> 

He doesn't bug, the no-coders. <Sensitive New Age Ham> 

He doesn't use, a speech clipper. <Sensitive New Age Ham> 

He won't break in, a DX QSO. <Sensitive New Age Ham> 

He doesn't frequent, Eighty Meters. <Sensitive New Age Ham> 
He doesn't own, a morse code key. <Sensitive New Age Ham> 

He won't mutate, his neighbor's children. <Sensitive New Age Ham> 
He'll never use, a closed repeater. <Sensitive New Age Ham> 
He doesn't laugh, at Jack Schmidling. <Sensitive New Age Ham> 
He'll never tune, on a pileup. <Sensitive New Age Ham> 

He never uses, Naughty Language. <Sensitive New Age Ham> 

His basement shack, is neat and tidy. <Sensitive New Age Ham> 
He doesn't speak, in Q-signals. <Sensitive New Age Ham> 


He always uses, minimum power. <Silence> 
Hey! What gives? <Well, we don't!> 


He QSLs, one hundred percent. <Sensitive New Age Ham> 
His coax is, nonpolluting. <Sensitive New Age Ham> 


He's never used, a tree for dipoles. <Sensitive New Age Ham> 


He keeps in stock, a highpass filter. <Sensitive New Age Ham> 


He never posts, a flame to USENET. <S-e-n-s-i-t-i-v-e New Age Ham...> 


-=Paul Flaherty, N9FZX | "My boy, we are pilgrims in an unholy land." 
->paulf@Stanford.EDU | -- Dr. Henry Jones Sr. 


-=Paul Flaherty, N9FZX | "My boy, we are pilgrims in an unholy land." 
->paulf@Stanford.EDU | -- Dr. Henry Jones Sr. 


Date: 19 Jan 93 21:24:00 GMT 

From: ucselx!sol.ctr.columbia.edu!destroyer!iunet! 
hal9k!.phillip.laird@network.UCSD.EDU 

Subject: START CONF 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


a 
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.M. M.M.. 

M. 
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= 
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. CNet 1.21 . The HAM Connection BBS, 409-833-1795 14.4K Hayes V.32BIS/V.42BIS 


| HAL 9000 BBS +1 313 663 4173 or 663 3959 | Four 14.4k v.32bis dial-ins | 
| Public Access QWK-to-Usenet gateway | With PCBoard 14.5aM & uuPCB | 
f---------------------------- t------------- t-------- t-------------------- + 
| Member of EFF, ASP, & ASAD | 1.5 Gigabytes Online | Service since 1988 | 


Date: 25 Jan 1993 16:16:14 GMT 

From: munnari.oz.au!spool.mu.edu!uwm.edu!cs.utexas.edu!bcm!1ib! 
oac.hsc.uth.tmc.edu! jmaynard@network.UCSD.EDU 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <1993Jan21.155013.10057@porthos.cc.bellcore.com>, 
<1jmnsgINN990@tamsun.tamu.edu>, <51-s9wh@dixie.com>ard 
Subject : Re: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 


In article <5l1-s9wh@dixie.com> jgd@dixie.com (John De Armond) writes: 
>I've been on the sending end of a lawsuit or two. 


Why am I not surprised? 


>What you say is not 

>true. Damages are awarded either as actual or punitive. Actual 
>damages are to compensate the winner for his actual losses. Since 
>there is by definition, no business transaction involved in coordination, 
>there are no actual damages. 


You're obviously forgetting such things as defamation of character, loss of 
reputation, mental anguish and suffering, and so forth - all the kinds of 

things that lawyers love to load up suits with. That your lawyer was honest 
enough to exclude this kind of thing doesn't mean that others do so as well. 


>If the coordinator appears a bit more reasonable than Jay and can 
>explain himself as obeying the FCC rules as he understands them 
>and as they have been explained to him, ain't gonna be no punitive 
>damages. 


...unless the action is based, for example, on an allegation of breach of due 
process in denying the coordination, in which case the court may well wish to 
teach the rascals a lesson. In particular, a coordinator who chooses to use 
some subjective basis for issuing coordinations such as preferring open over 
closed repeaters may well find that used as a basis for breach of due process. 


>If the coordinator explains to the jury that the real 

>conflict is between a bunch of elitists operating a closed repeater and 
>someone operating a repeater for the benefit of the public as specified 
>in part 97, the jury may likely REVERSE the damages. I'd sure not want 
>to try to defend a closed repeater to a jury. 


Why not? They're allowed by the rules, Gary Coffman's semantic quibbles aside. 
It's not likely that a jury would be so unswervably dedicated to the utopia of 
open repeaters everywhere that they would do so, especially when it's 
explained to them that the other side simply wishes to use someone else's 
equipment without having to support it. 


Jay Maynard, EMT-P, K5ZC, PP-ASEL | Never ascribe to malice that which can 


jmaynard@oac.hsc.uth.tmc.edu | adequately be explained by stupidity. 
"I don't want to read poor Microsoft bashing. I want to read good 
Microsoft bashing." -- Douglas A. Bell, in comp.os.os2.advocacy (Me too!) 


Date: Mon, 25 Jan 1993 14:58:04 GMT 


From: gatech!concert! rock! cole@uunet.uu.net 
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <C16FF4.50I@hpuerca.atl.hp.com>, <8510@lib.tmc.edu>, 
<1993Jan24.180215 .28415@ke4zv.uucp>rt 
Subject : Re: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 


In article <1993Jan24.180215.28415@ke4zv.uucp> gary@ke4zv.UUCP (Gary Coffman) 
writes: 

>In article <8510@lib.tmc.edu> jmaynard@oac.hsc.uth.tmc.edu (Jay Maynard) writes: 
>> 

>>...but if I'm in the middle of a conversation with folks in Austin, Dallas, 
>>Midland, and Corpus Christi, and someone comes on locally who, far from 
>>supporting my repeater, is an active opponent of it, what would you have me 
>>do? I choose not to let him run me off of my system, interfering with my 
>>conversation. 

>> 

>>(This is not a hypothetical. It has happened here. Repeatedly. ) 

> 

>Given that Jay will never win the Miss Congeniality award, why am I 

>not surprised? Around here when someone joins the conversation we 

>say, "welcome ya'll" and include the person in our conversation. If 

>your communication is so private that it mustn't be inclusive, then 

>I suggest you avail yourself of the services of a commercial common 
>carrier. 


Hear, hear. 
But I'm curious... Why would this someone be such an active opponent? 


73 de KC4WEI, 
Derrick 


"And I believe that Ronald Reagan can make this country what it once was... An 
arctic region covered with ice." 
-- Steve Martin (oldie but goodie) 


Date: 25 Jan 93 20:30:46 GMT 

From: ogicse!uwm.edu! zaphod.mps.ohio-state.edu!cs.utexas.edu!tamsun.tamu.edu! 
cs.tamu.edu! kurt@network.UCSD.EDU 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <C16FF4.50I@hpuerca.atl.hp.com>, <8510@lib.tmc.edu>, 
<CIDHyE.3Kz@hpuerca.atl.hp.com>, 


Subject : Re: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 


In article <C1DHyE.3Kz@hpuerca.atl.hp.com>, der@hpuerca.atl.hp.com (Dave Ritchie) 
writes: 


|> As I see it, placing a closed repeater in public airspace is not unlike 
|> placing a swingset in a public park and then placing a 10 foot chainlink 
|> fence around it. People in the park see that it is there, and may resent 
|> being told some swingsets are for all to use, and that some are for 

|> "special people". This may cause resentment by itself. 


Oh, Christ, yet ANOTHER analogy!!!!° 
|> der@hpuerca.atl.hp.com 


It would seem that if we nuke Georgia, we can reduce the static bandwidth of 
this newsgroup by at least 80%. 8-3 
Kurt Freiberger, wb5bbw kurt@cs.tamu.edu 409/847-8607 fax:409/847-8578 
Dept. of Computer Science, Texas A&M University DoD #264: BMW R80/7 pilot 
"We preserve our freedom using three boxes: ballot, jury, and cartridge." 

xxx Not an official document of Texas A&M University xxx 


Date: 25 Jan 93 20:20:47 GMT 

From: ogicse!uwm.edu!spool.mu.edu!sdd.hp.com!hpscit.sc.hp.com!hpuerca.atl.hp.com! 
jab@network.UCSD.EDU 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <8510@lib.tmc.edu>, <C19xn1.EAJ@hpuerca.atl.hp.com>, <8527@lib.tmc.edu> 
Subject : Re: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 


In <8527@lib.tmc.edu> jmaynard@oac.hsc.uth.tmc.edu (Jay Maynard) writes: 


>If it was meant to be limited to ancillary functions, it would have said 
>"Limitng use of ancillary functions of a repeater to certain user stations is 
>permissible." It doesn't say that. It says that limiting use of a repeater is 
>permissible. You're right: interpretation is not an issue...except that you 
>and your buddies choose to misinterpret it, and therefore choose to make it an 
>issue. 


I do believe that you are the one complaining about the problem. The 
regs say what they say. You can limit the repeater to specific users is 
permissable. How can you limit it? You can: 

1) Turn it off 

2) Secure it 

3) Make it unfriendly. 


The regs do not make any specific protection for closed repeaters when 
they have vacated the frequency. In fact, the only specific mention 
of frequencies is that no one "Owns" a specific frequency. 


So, you can do what you wish, but the repeater trustee is making a 
concious decision to repeat a signal present on it's input. If you do 
not want someone to play with your toys, lock them up. 


But don't expect sympathy or legal protection, as there is none. I am not 
aware of a single case of the FCC taking action against a xlegalx but 
uninvited user on a closed repeater. 


>> Period. If the link is up, all are welcome to use it. During 

>> busy drive times at both ends, sometimes the link is disabled. 
>> There is not a problem with "“interlopers" as there is no reason 
>> for them to interlope. 


>You've just allowed nonmembers to use the restricted function: they can talk 
>on the link. Why bother restricting it? 


You continue to miss the point. (This is getting boring.) Using the 
link is not restricted. If it is not convenient for the trustee/club 
members to have the link up, they can take it down. Or go into into 
"SSSM" (Super Secret Secure Mode). This is a technical issue, not 

a political one. (Sure Comrade.... One local group has they saying: 
"Hitler owns the hub" :-) IE: they do whatever they want.) 


Locally, many repeaters are operated by "groups" (Benign dictatorships) 
rather than clubs. This is a significant difference. 


>>I am coming to the conclusion that the systems that you guys are 
>>defending have flawed topology/design, as these are non-issues in the 
>>systems I have seen. 


>You mean that we should let anyone and everyone use the system, linked or not, 
>whether or not they kick in to support the multiple-thousand dollar expense of 
>keeping the thing running, all in the name of letting someone use a frequency? 
>Sorry; I simply cannot buy that argument. If someone wants to use a system 
>capable of talking from Houston to San Francisco, let him help support it. 


Where did I say open all functions to all users in my statement? You 
continue to twist words. 


The missed points: 


There is not a problem getting users to support the system because: 


It does not cost many thousands to keep it running. It is 

quite reasonable. Power bills are the largest expense. We get 

good sites for free. Based on the general asinine attitude 
exhibited by the closed repeater crowd, I am not suprised 

you are having to pay for sites. (I would not offer my back yard 

to a group that appears to need litigation to defend their 

lack of technical proficency) 


Using the link is not restricted. Turning it on or off, or 
adding sites to the link is. The motive to join is to be able 
to control the link. Depending on someone else to have the 
links up is not that useful. (The full time links are open to 
all, regardless.) Many new members join because an existing 
member brought up the link to allow someone to have a qso. 


>>SELA (South Eastern Linking Assoc) has communicated with the Cactus 
>>folks, and found the technology and attitudes lacking. (It does work, 
>>but did not appear to be anything outstanding, per the SELA member 
>>I discussed this with.) 


>What's lacking with the technology? 
I will check with SELA for the specifics, but they were not impressed. 


The fact that you/they are having some of the problems you describe, is 
evidence that there are technical faults in the system. Again... the 
local systems do every bit as much while remaining open. 


>As for the attitudea, this is a circular argument: you deride them for running 
>a closed system, yet when they're brought up as an example of a working closed 
>system, you claim that closed systems are bad in part because of their 
>attitudes. 


No circular argument here- The local systems do not have a problem. 
Period. They work fine. There is no reason to dislike them (Other than 
typical personality issues.) I have never seen a non member leave the 
repeater less than impressed. In fact, many travellers seek out the 
repeater because they have heard of it. This has helped the group test 
new technology and obtain sites. So again, the open rptrs are not the 
ones with the problem. 


>>You turn on your lid filter, and he goes away. See above postings. 
>>Closed repeaters draw these guys like magnets. This is not a problem 
>>due to policy, but even if it was, there is a technical solution 

>>in place on the system. Again, seems like your whiz bang system needs 
>>some design review. I am not impressed. 


>I guess it's never occurred to you that closed repeaters got that way because 


>of these kinds of folks, huh? If, as you demand, the system is open, and 
>on-link, and he gets on, then I have two choices and only two: let him use the 
>link, or take the repeater off-link (or down). That's it. No more. 


1) I demand nothing. Do what you wish. Do not be suprised if you have 
co channel repeaters in the future. 


2) As a repeater operator, I have the choices you list (open or closed). 
I can say, “sorry OM, we do not leave the link up while unattended." Or 
"sorry OM, I would like to finish the QSO with XYZ". "Sorry OM, we are 
doing some testing, so the repeater is unavailable." 


All of these allow you to run the rptrs as you wish, without generating 
ill will. Unlike what I have rev'd in CA on closed rptrs- "Sorry OM, 
please do not use this repeater, you are not a club member." 


No explanation, nothing but rudeness. 


>No bible studies needed; the regs mean exactly what they say, and it is you 
>who are misinterpreting them. (No, I'm explicitly not religious.) 


Funny how the FCC and the rest of the US shares my opinion. (with the 
exception of CA, and maybe 6 other systems.) Nope, I do not have to 
defend my views, as they seem to be the majority. 


>>There is a technical solution to this. I will not outline it to you, so 
>>continue to be plauged by this problem if you wish. 


>"I have discovered a wonderful proof, but this margin is too small to contain 
>it." 


Quite the clever wordsmith, are we? Nothing I discovered. But I will not 
disclose it, for the same reason that AMSAT does not disclose it's control 
methods. Do you care to publish Cactus's link and control frequencies, 
control methods, etc? 


>The open repeater comrades apparently care quite a bit that my system is 
>closed. 


This is a waste of time. I am starting to suspect it is not the fact 
that your system is closed, but rather your personality. Enjoy your 


system while you can. 


>>Well, these guys are pioneering 1200, 900, and 10Ghz locally just like 
>>they did for 440, 220, ATV, and other areas. Some examples: 


>[deleted for bandwidth reasons] 


>Bravo. They're doing Very Good Things. Why, then, do they insist on taking 
>over my system as well? Don't they have enough to play with? 


Why, then, do you imply that everyone wants to use your system. I do 
not. From what I can tell it doesn't offer much I do not have access to 
currently. 


>>We refer to these guys as "NBIS". (No band is safe). 
>...including the bands others are doing their own things in, apparently. 


Now, now, .... These guys never did anything to you. I just quote them 
as an example of why a properly designed system does not need to be 
closed. Maybe are you jealous? Why the personal attack on a group you 
have no knowledge of? 


>>Resources are not an issue. This is unlike closed groups that I have 
>>seen. 


>They must be independently wealthy, then. 

No, just not as asinine as others appear to be. Annual membership in the 
$20-30 range. It has gone down as user base increased. They have added 
features and repeaters every year. All non-members are welcome as well. 
(I am currently not a member. But I am allways welcome.) 

Relegious sounding whining deleted... 

>>I£ you want to be closed, go do it. But do not expect sympathy or even 
>>long term operation, as I suspect the closed repeaters will fade away 
>>over a period of time. 

>They haven't over the past 25 years; why should they now? 

Population density. Lack of technical innovation. lack of resources. 
NBFM becomes obsolete. Cheaper cellular makes ham radio obsolete. 

Phil Karn gets us all Qualcom units. :-) 

Enough time wasted. 

Enjoy the path you have choosen. 

73, 


Alan Barrow km4ba 
jab@atl.hp.com 


I've seen things you people wouldn't believe. Attack 
ships on fire off the shoulder of Orion. I watched 
C-beams glitter in the dark near the Tannhauser gate. 


..!gatech!kd4nc! All those moments will be lost in time - 


km4ba!alan | like tears in rain. Time to die. Roy Batty 


Date: Sun, 24 Jan 93 01:25:57 GMT 
From: walter! porthos!dancer!whs7Q@uunet.uu.net 
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <8486@lib.tmc.edu>, <1993Jan20.150617 .3024@porthos.cc.bellcore.com>, 
<1993Jan21.160243.1@ttd.teradyne.com> 
Subject : Re: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 


In article <1993Jan21.160243.1@ttd.teradyne.com> rice@ttd.teradyne.com writes: 
>In article <1993Jan20.150617 .3024@porthos.cc.bellcore.com>, 
whs70@dancer.cc.bellcore.com (sohl,william h) writes: 

>> 

>> And if the FCC does change the FEDERAL law (applicable Part 97), just 

>> who is going to sue whom over what. If the FCC changes part 97, 

>> surely you don't expect any repeater owner to prevail in a local court where 
>> the coordinator is just applying the FCC regs as proscribed? Just 

>> what do you even mean when you say "massive" lawsuits? I'm simply 

>> tired of seeing that threat tossed out as if it is supported by 

>> existing case law, etc. I've yet to see anyone post an example of 

>> a coordinator being sued which might have resulted in anything more 

>> than the frequency assignment issue being changed, etc. No one has 

>> yet to post any example of a financial penalty (monetary damages) 

>> ever being assessed against a coordinator. 


>Ahhh, but "who Bells the Cat" ? 

> 

>Even if the FCC "changes the rules", someone still has to perform the 
>co-ordination. If the FCC does not take on that role, then chaos will rule. 
>Every closed repeater that's asked to "open up" because the mythical percentage 
>of "closed systems" is too high will (rightly) say "Why Me". Some of the users 
>of these closed systems have access to far more resources (read $$$) than a 
>co-ordination group and will go to court in a heartbeat. 

> 

>And you apprently haven't read any of the published stories about the Texas 
>VHF Society and their legal problems. 


Actually I just did and though I acknowledge that there are people 
with the bucks that can sue, the case involved a liable claim 

against the society for publishing a report of what happened. 

If that report was even reasonably accurate, any fresh out of 

law school attorney should have been able to defend it without a 
problem. You can never liable anyone if what you print is the 

truth. Infact, if what was printed was belived to be the truth at the 
time, the society would not have been guilty of liable, even if what 


was printed turned out to be false. 

Seems to me the society should have just "waited the guy out," 
rather than settle. Anyway, if that's the best (only) example 

of a case related to the coordinator issue it sure doesn't warrant 
being paranoid about the FCC possibly changing things in the future. 


By the way, someone previously asked if I'd ever been sued before. Yes 
I have, as an elected official in my home town I've been "served" with 
such initial actions in several cases. From what I've learned, the 
initial act of "suing" is usually just a scare tactic on the hopes 

of forcing the "defendent" to capitulate on whatever the issue/position 
is. You should have seen the panic look in my wife's face the first 
time I got served with a lawsuit claiming multi-million dollar 
damages/claims. 


Standard Disclaimer- Any opinions, etc. are mine and NOT my employer's. 
Bill Sohl (K2UNK) BELLCORE (Bell Communications Research, Inc.) 
Morristown, NJ email via UUCP ber!cc!whs70 
201-829-2879 Weekdays email via Internet whs70@cc.bellcore.com 


Date: 25 Jan 1993 16:38:16 GMT 

From: pacbell.com!sgiblab! swrinde! zaphod.mps.ohio-state.edu!cs.utexas.edu!bcm!1ib! 
oac.hsc.uth.tmc.edu! jmaynard@network.UCSD.EDU 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <1993Jan20.150617.3024@porthos.cc.bellcore.com>, 
<1993Jan21.160243.1@ttd.teradyne.com>, 

<1993Jan24.012557 .1356@porthos.cc.bellcore.com> 

Subject : Re: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 


In article <1993Jan24.012557.1356@porthos.cc.bellcore.com> 
whs70@dancer.cc.bellcore.com (sohl,william h) writes: 

>Seems to me the society should have just "waited the guy out," 
>rather than settle. Anyway, if that's the best (only) example 

>of a case related to the coordinator issue it sure doesn't warrant 
>being paranoid about the FCC possibly changing things in the future. 


We chose to settle on that basis because it cost us nothing to print the 
materials in the newsletter. Waiting the guy out, and taking him to court, 
would have cost us money, and many of our officers time away from work. That 
case was bad enough, and we had a solid legal footing. The results of changing 
our coordination procedures, and removing out solid legal footing there, 
woulld be that much worse: more suits, and more costs to defend them. 


>From what I've learned, the 


>initial act of "Suing" is usually just a scare tactic on the hopes 
>of forcing the "defendent" to capitulate on whatever the issue/position 
>is. 


...and, as an elected official, you have the resources of the city behind you 
to absorb the heavy legal costs of the defense. Coordinators have no such 
legal safety net available. 


Jay Maynard, EMT-P, K5ZC, PP-ASEL | Never ascribe to malice that which can 


jmaynard@oac.hsc.uth.tmc.edu | adequately be explained by stupidity. 
"I don't want to read poor Microsoft bashing. I want to read good 
Microsoft bashing." -- Douglas A. Bell, in comp.os.os2.advocacy (Me too!) 


Date: 24 Jan 93 19:25:26 GMT 

From: ogicse!uwm.edu!spool.mu.edu!sdd.hp.com!hpscit.sc.hp.com!hpuerca.atl.hp.com! 
der@network.UCSD.EDU 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <8486@lib.tmc.edu>, <C16FF4.50I@hpuerca.atl.hp.com>, 
<8510@1lib.tmc.edu>0 
Subject : Re: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 


In <8510@lib.tmc.edu> jmaynard@oac.hsc.uth.tmc.edu (Jay Maynard) writes: 


>...but if I'm in the middle of a conversation with folks in Austin, Dallas, 
>Midland, and Corpus Christi, and someone comes on locally who, far from 
>supporting my repeater, is an active opponent of it, what would you have me 
>do? I choose not to let him run me off of my system, interfering with my 
>conversation. 


And I feel that buried in this response are the "keys to the kingdom". 


Jay, why is this person your enemy? Could it be something that you or 
your group has done? Fundamentally, you can not force your enemies to like 
you - but it is indeed possible to have your enemies become allies. I would 
argue that your approach to the problem is as much a cause of the problem 
as the individuals who are interfering with you. 


Unfortunately, closed repeaters promote an ‘us versus them' mentality where 
the ‘thems' are excluded from participating. If you have a sufficiently 
large enough group of 'thems', and make a policy of harassing them when they 
are using your repeaters, it is almost certain that you will create 
a group of hard-core enemies that will go xout of their wayx to twist your 
crank to watch you react. This often results in an escalating war between 
both camps that ultimately will not be resolved. 


The optimal approach is to not create enemies in the first place. How? 
I would argue that making systems that are not exclusionary is the answer. 
Also, education of the user community on how to use the equipment is 
important also. 


As I see it, placing a closed repeater in public airspace is not unlike 
placing a swingset in a public park and then placing a 10 foot chainlink 
fence around it. People in the park see that it is there, and may resent 
being told some swingsets are for all to use, and that some are for 
"special people". This may cause resentment by itself. 


If the park is popular, swingsets with fences with around them may 
be tolerated if there is a) enough other swingsets for the children to 
play on and b) you have not used up all the spots for swingsets in the park. 


Suppose, however, that the park has became crowded to the point that 
there is not room enough to play on the unfenced swingsets. The kids look 
up and notice that there are some fenced in swingsets that are relatively 
lightly used compared to the unfenced swingsets (or are perceived as such). 


As an owner of one of the fenced in swingsets, admittedly you have made an 
investment in your swingset. However, the reality is that you built your 
swingset on land you don't own. You should not be surprised when the users 
of the open swingsets start questioning the existence of your fenced in 
swingsets. After all, you don't own the park. 


If the crowding gets severe enough, some of the players may go to the 
head of the playground and ask that all of the closed swingsets be replaced 
with open swingsets, or that they moved to a different park, or to at least 
consolidate some of the swingsets into the same fenced area. 


I would argue that this is the situation currently in many larger 
cities with respect to repeaters. Fortunately, the repeater operators in 
Atlanta appear to have been able to make this work without going to closed 
systems. 


-- Dave Ritchie N4DJS 
der@hpuerca.atl.hp.com 


Date: 25 Jan 1993 16:52:02 GMT 

From: saimiri.primate.wisc.edu!zaphod.mps.ohio-state.edu!cs.utexas.edu!bcm!1ib! 
oac.hsc.uth.tmc.edu! jmaynard@ames.arpa 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <1993Jan20.150617.3024@porthos.cc.bellcore.com>, 


<C17Mx0.2Fu@sugar.neosoft.com>, <1993Jan24.182428 .28564@ke4zv.uucp> 
Subject : Re: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 


In article <1993Jan24.182428.28564@ke4zv.uucp> gary@ke4zv.UUCP (Gary Coffman) 
writes: 

>Slander, or libel as Jay says, is the type of risk you open yourself 

>up to when you have a publication. Reasonably prudent publishers carry 
>insurance for such cases, and exercise some editorial care not to spread 
>gossip or tell tales out of school. 


We exercised such care, which is why the case had little legal foundation in 
the first place. Insurance? Have you priced such lately? 


>Gannett gets sued about once a week 

>on average. We never settle, we nearly never lose, and we never let a suit 
>interfere with the conduct of our business. In fact, it's turned into a 
>minor profit center for the company since we've started getting damage 
>awards for frivolous suits under tort reform. 


Gannett is also several orders of magnitude larger than the Texas VHF-FM 
Society, and can afford to defend such cases vigorously. 


Jay Maynard, EMT-P, K5ZC, PP-ASEL | Never ascribe to malice that which can 


jmaynard@oac.hsc.uth.tmc.edu | adequately be explained by stupidity. 
"I don't want to read poor Microsoft bashing. I want to read good 
Microsoft bashing." -- Douglas A. Bell, in comp.os.os2.advocacy (Me too!) 


Date: 25 Jan 1993 16:43:15 GMT 

From: saimiri.primate.wisc.edu!zaphod.mps.ohio-state.edu!cs.utexas.edu!bcm!1ib! 
oac.hsc.uth.tmc.edu! jmaynard@ames.arpa 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <C16FF4.50I@hpuerca.atl.hp.com>, <8510@lib.tmc.edu>, 
<CIDHyE.3Kz@hpuerca.atl.hp.com>.edu 
Subject : Re: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 


In article <C1IDHyE.3Kz@hpuerca.atl.hp.com> der@hpuerca.atl.hp.com (Dave Ritchie) 
writes: 

> Jay, why is this person your enemy? Could it be something that you or 

>your group has done? Fundamentally, you can not force your enemies to like 
>you - but it is indeed possible to have your enemies become allies. I would 
>argue that your approach to the problem is as much a cause of the problem 

>as the individuals who are interfering with you. 


The systems are closed because they've been overrun with lids in the past who 


simply want to use the links to talk to their buddies across the state 
without helping out with the considerable work and expense involved. It's sad 
that there are freeloaders who only want to take, but it's a fact of life. 


You argue that we have provoked the response. For a new ham who gets on, 
decides that he doesn't like closed repeaters, and starts jamming, that may be 
true, but the history stretches farther back than that. 


> The optimal approach is to not create enemies in the first place. How? 
>I would argue that making systems that are not exclusionary is the answer. 
>Also, education of the user community on how to use the equipment is 
>important also. 


So how do you solve the original problem that led to closed systems? You can't 
legislate that someone be generous... 


Jay Maynard, EMT-P, K5ZC, PP-ASEL | Never ascribe to malice that which can 


jmaynard@oac.hsc.uth.tmc.edu | adequately be explained by stupidity. 
"I don't want to read poor Microsoft bashing. I want to read good 
Microsoft bashing." -- Douglas A. Bell, in comp.os.os2.advocacy (Me too!) 


Date: 25 Jan 1993 16:49:43 GMT 

From: saimiri.primate.wisc.edu!zaphod.mps.ohio-state.edu!cs.utexas.edu!bcm!1lib! 
oac.hsc.uth.tmc.edu! jmaynard@ames.arpa 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <C16FF4.50I@hpuerca.atl.hp.com>, <8510@lib.tmc.edu>, 
<1993Jan24.180215.28415@ke4zv.uucp> 
Subject : Re: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 


In article <1993Jan24.180215.28415@ke4zv.uucp> gary@ke4zv.UUCP (Gary Coffman) 
writes: 

>Given that Jay will never win the Miss Congeniality award, why am I 

>not surprised? 


Only to you... I simply have little patience for inane positions that are 
tenaciously defended even in the face of arguments from the real world - 
exactly the position I'm arguing against: the world isn't as nice a place as 
you and your comrades would make it out to be. 


>Around here when someone joins the conversation we 
>say, "welcome ya'll" and include the person in our conversation. 


...aS is the case around here, especially if it's someone new. (We always need 
fresh blood, and have little trouble getting it.) If someone wishes to become 
a regular user, though, and isn't a complete twit, then he is asked to help 


support the system if he decides that we're a good bunch of guys that he'd 
like to associate with. It's only a tiny minority that turns to antisocial 
activities like jamming. The ones that drift away generally understand what's 
going on. 


Jay Maynard, EMT-P, K5ZC, PP-ASEL | Never ascribe to malice that which can 


jmaynard@oac.hsc.uth.tmc.edu | adequately be explained by stupidity. 
"I don't want to read poor Microsoft bashing. I want to read good 
Microsoft bashing." -- Douglas A. Bell, in comp.os.os2.advocacy (Me too!) 


Date: 24 Jan 93 18:24:28 GMT 
From: ogicse!emory!swrinde! gatech!kd4nc!ke4zv! gary@network.UCSD.EDU 
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <8486@lib.tmc.edu>, <1993Jan20.150617 .3024@porthos.cc.bellcore.com>, 
<C17Mx0.2Fu@sugar.neosoft.com> 

Reply-To : gary@ke4zv.UUCP (Gary Coffman) 

Subject : Re: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 


In article <C17Mx0.2Fu@sugar.neosoft.com> jreese@NeoSoft.com (Jim Reese) writes: 
> 

>When the Texas VHF-FM Society was sued, it was for slander. The person 
>filing the suit claimed that his character was defamed by an article printed 
>in the Society's newsletter outlining the particulars of the case involving 
>this person. There was no basis for the suit, and it was eventually 
>dismissed with predjudice towards the Society, but it prevented the Society 
>from doing normal business for two years. 

> 

>This stuff DOES happen. It's not just fabrication. 


Slander, or libel as Jay says, is the type of risk you open yourself 

up to when you have a publication. Reasonably prudent publishers carry 
insurance for such cases, and exercise some editorial care not to spread 
gossip or tell tales out of school. Gannett gets sued about once a week 

on average. We never settle, we nearly never lose, and we never let a suit 
interfere with the conduct of our business. In fact, it's turned into a 
minor profit center for the company since we've started getting damage 
awards for frivolous suits under tort reform. 


Our legal staff has also found it very productive to countersue in many 
cases. Since few claimants have a legal leg to stand on, their attorneys 
usually advise them to drop their suit rather than be bankrupted. We 
recently sued an xattorneyx for filing a frivolous suit on behalf of a 
client, that's allowed under Georgia tort reform. Boy did that get results 
fast. 


Gary 

Gary Coffman KE4ZV 
Destructive Testing Systems 
534 Shannon Way 
Lawrenceville, GA 30244 


You make it, 
we break it. 
Guaranteed! 


gatech!wa4mei! ke4zv! gary 
uunet!rsiatl!ke4zv! gary 
emory !kd4nc! ke4zv! gary 


Date: 25 Jan 1993 16:32:02 GMT 

From: saimiri.primate.wisc.edu!zaphod.mps.ohio-state.edu!cs.utexas.edu!bcm!1lib! 
oac.hsc.uth.tmc.edu! jmaynard@ames.arpa 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <C16FF4.50I@hpuerca.atl.hp.com>, <8510@lib.tmc.edu>, 
<C19xn1.EAJ@hpuerca.atl.hp.com>du 
Subject : Re: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 


In article <C19xn1.EAIJ@hpuerca.atl.hp.com> jab@hpuerca.atl.hp.com (Alan Barrow) 
writes: 

>>You've been listening to Gary Coffman's semantic quibbling too long. 97.205(e) 
>>means exactly what it says: limiting use of a repeater to certain user 
>>stations is permissible. 

>Nope. ( I do listen to Gary occasionally, however.) We have a pretty 

>good consensus of repeater operators, Rptr Councels, and FCC field 

>office here. Interpretation is not an issue. 


If it was meant to be limited to ancillary functions, it would have said 
"Limitng use of ancillary functions of a repeater to certain user stations is 
permissible." It doesn't say that. It says that limiting use of a repeater is 
permissible. You're right: interpretation is not an issue...except that you 
and your buddies choose to misinterpret it, and therefore choose to make it an 
issue. 


1) The linked repeater functions like a normal rptr in most cases. 
The new user would be expected to use the same courtesy that would 

be used for normal rptrs. (IE: do not double.) this is no 

different from a normal repeater. 


VVV NV 


So far, so good. 

> 2) The trustee can determine whether a link or a local input 
> has priority. Or they can be wire OR'd. So for net's, etc, 

> you can select which approach to use. 


So far, so good. 


> 3) Communicating on the repeater is *not* a restricted function. 


Period. If the link is up, all are welcome to use it. During 
busy drive times at both ends, sometimes the link is disabled. 
There is not a problem with "interlopers" as there is no reason 
for them to interlope. 


VVV NM 


You've just allowed nonmembers to use the restricted function: they can talk 
on the link. Why bother restricting it? 


>I am coming to the conclusion that the systems that you guys are 
>defending have flawed topology/design, as these are non-issues in the 
>systems I have seen. 


You mean that we should let anyone and everyone use the system, linked or not, 
whether or not they kick in to support the multiple-thousand dollar expense of 
keeping the thing running, all in the name of letting someone use a frequency? 
Sorry; I simply cannot buy that argument. If someone wants to use a system 
capable of talking from Houston to San Francisco, let him help support it. 


>SELA (South Eastern Linking Assoc) has communicated with the Cactus 
>folks, and found the technology and attitudes lacking. (It does work, 
>but did not appear to be anything outstanding, per the SELA member 
>I discussed this with.) 


What's lacking with the technology? 


As for the attitudea, this is a circular argument: you deride them for running 
a closed system, yet when they're brought up as an example of a working closed 
system, you claim that closed systems are bad in part because of their 
attitudes. 


>You turn on your lid filter, and he goes away. See above postings. 
>Closed repeaters draw these guys like magnets. This is not a problem 
>due to policy, but even if it was, there is a technical solution 

>in place on the system. Again, seems like your whiz bang system needs 
>some design review. I am not impressed. 


I guess it's never occurred to you that closed repeaters got that way because 
of these kinds of folks, huh? If, as you demand, the system is open, and 
on-link, and he gets on, then I have two choices and only two: let him use the 
link, or take the repeater off-link (or down). That's it. No more. 


>Your closed system will ultimately unravel. Enjoy stroking your 
>little egos on your talking box, have bible studies to reenforce your 
>selective intrepretations of the regs. Reminds me of some relegious 
>types I know of. (Nothing wrong with relegion, I just despise zealous 
>prophets.) 


No bible studies needed; the regs mean exactly what they say, and it is you 


who are misinterpreting them. (No, I'm explicitly not religious.) 


>There is a technical solution to this. I will not outline it to you, so 
>continue to be plauged by this problem if you wish. 


"IT have discovered a wonderful proof, but this margin is too small to contain 
ay ea 


>I do agree that some clubs focus on the controller, but most seem to do 
>OK. 


The open repeater comrades apparently care quite a bit that my system is 
closed. 


>Well, these guys are pioneering 1200, 900, and 10Ghz locally just like 
>they did for 440, 220, ATV, and other areas. Some examples: 


[deleted for bandwidth reasons] 


Bravo. They're doing Very Good Things. Why, then, do they insist on taking 
over my system as well? Don't they have enough to play with? 


>We refer to these guys as "NBIS". (No band is safe). 
...including the bands others are doing their own things in, apparently. 


>Resources are not an issue. This is unlike closed groups that I have 
>seen. 


They must be independently wealthy, then. 


>So you will have a hard time trying to claim the technical/moral high ground 
>based on the comments about the systems you and Jim keep defending. 


All I ask is to be left alone while I do my thing...live and let live. I won't 
go treading on their shoes, but I ask that they keep off of my toes in return. 
This is not what the comrades want, though: they want to force me to join 
their holy cause. 


>If you want to be closed, go do it. But do not expect sympathy or even 
>long term operation, as I suspect the closed repeaters will fade away 
>over a period of time. 


They haven't over the past 25 years; why should they now? 


Jay Maynard, EMT-P, K5ZC, PP-ASEL | Never ascribe to malice that which can 


jmaynard@oac.hsc.uth.tmc.edu | adequately be explained by stupidity. 
"I don't want to read poor Microsoft bashing. I want to read good 


Microsoft bashing." -- Douglas A. Bell, in comp.os.os2.advocacy (Me too!) 


Date: 24 Jan 93 18:02:15 GMT 
From: ogicse!emory!swrinde! gatech!kd4nc!ke4zv! gary@network.UCSD.EDU 
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <8486@lib.tmc.edu>, <C16FF4.501@hpuerca.atl.hp.com>, <8510@lib.tmc.edu> 
Reply-To : gary@ke4zv.UUCP (Gary Coffman) 
Subject : Re: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 


In article <8510@lib.tmc.edu> jmaynard@oac.hsc.uth.tmc.edu (Jay Maynard) writes: 
> 

>...but if I'm in the middle of a conversation with folks in Austin, Dallas, 
>Midland, and Corpus Christi, and someone comes on locally who, far from 
>supporting my repeater, is an active opponent of it, what would you have me 
>do? I choose not to let him run me off of my system, interfering with my 
>conversation. 

> 

>(This is not a hypothetical. It has happened here. Repeatedly. ) 


Given that Jay will never win the Miss Congeniality award, why am I 
not surprised? Around here when someone joins the conversation we 
say, "welcome ya'll" and include the person in our conversation. If 
your communication is so private that it mustn't be inclusive, then 
I suggest you avail yourself of the services of a commercial common 
carrier. 


Gary 

Gary Coffman KE4ZV 
Destructive Testing Systems 
534 Shannon Way 
Lawrenceville, GA 30244 


You make it, 
we break it. 
Guaranteed! 


gatech!wa4mei! ke4zv! gary 
uunet!rsiatl!ke4zv! gary 
emory!kd4nc!ke4zv! gary 


Date: 24 Jan 93 18:26:05 GMT 
From: ogicse!emory!swrinde! gatech!kd4nc!ke4zv! gary@network.UCSD.EDU 
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <8491@lib.tmc.edu>, <1993Jan20.211059.8912@porthos.cc.bellcore.com>, 
<C17n9E.21T1@sugar.neosoft.com> 

Reply-To : gary@ke4zv.UUCP (Gary Coffman) 

Subject : Re: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 


In article <C17n9E.211@sugar.neosoft.com> jreese@NeoSoft.com (Jim Reese) writes: 


> 

>The problem is that you won't be sued for "assigning a frequency to someone 
>else"...you'll get trapped in a slander case or something similar. The 

>simple fact that they get you into the suit at all will bring your coordinating 
>functions to a halt...you lose, even if you win... 


Why? Did they win an injunction against the Society? Otherwise, there's 
no cause to stop business as usual. 


Gary 


Gary Coffman KE4ZV 
Destructive Testing Systems 
534 Shannon Way 
Lawrenceville, GA 30244 


You make it, 
we break it. 
Guaranteed! 


| gatech!wa4mei! ke4zv! gary 
| uunet!rsiatl!ke4zv! gary 
| emory!kd4nc!ke4zv! gary 

| 


Date: 25 Jan 1993 20:00:35 GMT 

From: dog.ee.lbl.gov!overload.1lbl.gov!agate!spool.mu.edu!sdd.hp.com! 
zaphod.mps.ohio-state.edu!cs.utexas.edu!tamsun.tamu.edu!cs.tamu.edu! 
kurt@network.UCSD.EDU 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <1993Jan20.211059.8912@porthos.cc.bellcore.com>, 
<C17nN9E.211@sugar.neosoft.com>, <1993Jan22.210202.23769@porthos.cc.bellcore.com> 
Subject : Re: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 


In article <1993Jan22.210202.23769@porthos.cc.bellcore.com>, 
whs70@dancer.cc.bellcore.com (sohl,william h) writes: 

|> As to the Texas VHF society, their being tied up for two years in 

|> litigation seems to have had nothing to do with what they did, but what 
|> someone wrote in the club newsletter...again, a bit removed from the 

|> actual issue of frequency assignment/coordination. If I were the Texas 
|> VHF, etc., I'd have just folded the tent and started a new club, assuming 
|> the club was incorporated to at least protect its officers from individual 
|> suits. 

|> 

I also assume that if this were Colonial times, and the British had just 
landed, you would have packed up and moved to another colony. 

"Folding the tent" means the other guy has won. There are values that mean 
more than the monetary hits. FTT is an example of the degeneration of the 
times. 


So is this thread, the way it has turned. 


Kurt Freiberger, wb5bbw kurt@cs.tamu.edu 409/847-8607 fax:409/847-8578 
Dept. of Computer Science, Texas A&M University DoD #264: BMW R80/7 pilot 
"We preserve our freedom using three boxes: ballot, jury, and cartridge." 

xxx Not an official document of Texas A&M University xxx 


Date: 25 Jan 1993 20:09:21 GMT 

From: saimiri.primate.wisc.edu!zaphod.mps.ohio-state.edu!cs.utexas.edu! 
tamsun.tamu.edu!cs.tamu.edu!kurt@ames.arpa 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <1993Jan21.155013.10057@porthos.cc.bellcore.com>, 
<1jmnsgINN990@tamsun.tamu.edu>, <51-s9wh@dixie.com>tam 
Subject : Re: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 


In article <51-s9wh@dixie.com>, jgd@dixie.com (John De Armond) writes: 
|> 
|> I've been on the sending end of a lawsuit or two. What you say is not 


I can believe that. 


|> true. Damages are awarded either as actual or punitive. Actual 

|> damages are to compensate the winner for his actual losses. Since 

|> there is by definition, no business transaction involved in coordination, 
|> there are no actual damages. Punitive damages are to "teach the rascal 
|> a lesson", as my shark phrased it. There generally must be malice or 

|> gross negligence present in order to collect punitive damages. 


As I originally said, this is entirely on the breed of shyster each side 
hires. They are paid to twist things to the side of their client. There 
are ways and then there are ways. 


|> If the coordinator appears a bit more reasonable than Jay and can 

|> explain himself as obeying the FCC rules as he understands them 

|> and as they have been explained to him, ain't gonna be no punitive 

|> damages. If the coordinator explains to the jury that the real 

|> conflict is between a bunch of elitists operating a closed repeater and 


Careful, your bias is showing. 


|> someone operating a repeater for the benefit of the public as specified 
|> in part 97, the jury may likely REVERSE the damages. I'd sure not want 
|> to try to defend a closed repeater to a jury. 


If your shyster can do that, he has demonstrated my point. The law obtains 
in this instance, not some value judgement on "what is benefit to the public". 
Closed repeaters are operating within the law. The value judgement as to the 


proper mode of operation as regards the common man is not the law. 
|> Can you imagine Jay defending himself to a jury? :-) 


More easily than your defense attempts. 


Kurt Freiberger, wb5bbw kurt@cs.tamu.edu 409/847-8607 fax:409/847-8578 
Dept. of Computer Science, Texas A&M University DoD #264: BMW R80/7 pilot 
"We preserve our freedom using three boxes: ballot, jury, and cartridge." 

xxx Not an official document of Texas A&M University xxx 


Date: 25 Jan 1993 20:18:28 GMT 

From: pacbell.com!sgiblab!spool.mu.edu!uwm.edu!cs.utexas.edu!tamsun.tamu.edu! 
cs.tamu.edu! kurt@network.UCSD.EDU 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <C16FF4.50I@hpuerca.atl.hp.com>, <8510@lib.tmc.edu>, 
<C19xn1.EAI@hpuerca.atl.hp.com>$ 
Subject : Re: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 


In article <C19xn1.EAJ@hpuerca.atl.hp.com>, jab@hpuerca.atl.hp.com (Alan Barrow) 
writes: 

|> 

|> SELA (South Eastern Linking Assoc) has communicated with the Cactus 

|> folks, and found the technology and attitudes lacking. (It does work, 

|> but did not appear to be anything outstanding, per the SELA member 

|> I discussed this with.) 


My, my, technological snobbery in the heart of the Liberal seat of "Power 
to the Public"!!! 


|> You turn on your lid filter, and he goes away. See above postings. 
|> Closed repeaters draw these guys like magnets. This is not a problem 


So do discussions on closed/open repeaters, it would seem. 


|> due to policy, but even if it was, there is a technical solution 

|> in place on the system. Again, seems like your whiz bang system needs 
|> some design review. I am not impressed. 

|> 

|> 

|> Your closed system will ultimately unravel. Enjoy stroking your 

|> little egos on your talking box, have bible studies to reenforce your 
|> selective intrepretations of the regs. Reminds me of some relegious 
|> types I know of. (Nothing wrong with relegion, I just despise zealous 


|> prophets. ) 
So do the closed repeater users. 
|> Well, these guys are pioneering 1200, 900, and 10Ghz locally just like 


|> they did for 440, 220, ATV, and other areas. Some examples: 
|> 


|> ATV 1200 in 430 out rptr 

|> ATV 900 in 430 out rptr 

|> Shuttle video rebroadcast on the 430 output 

|> 900 Mhz audio link for 2m/440 rptr 

|> (New) 10 Ghz audio link 

|> 900 nbfm rptr in the works. 

|> GE mstr II converted to 220 

|> split site 10m rptr, linked with 440. All GE, (no rangers here) 
|> split site 6m rptr, same as above 


My, my, I AM depressed. From the tone of this epistle, apparently no one 
outside of your area will ever be technically competent. We should all 
pilgrimage to the Seat of All Knowledge to harken to the True Word of Amateur 
Radio and learn the True Lore. '‘Scuse me, I must go sldege hammer all 

of my ham gear and prepare for the journey. Dominie non sum dignus. 


Fecus maximus. 


Kurt Freiberger, wb5bbw kurt@cs.tamu.edu 409/847-8607 fax:409/847-8578 
Dept. of Computer Science, Texas A&M University DoD #264: BMW R80/7 pilot 
"We preserve our freedom using three boxes: ballot, jury, and cartridge." 

xxx Not an official document of Texas A&M University xxx 


Date: 25 Jan 93 18:33:16 GMT 

From: agate!stanford.edu!CSD-NewsHost.Stanford.EDU!abercrombie.Stanford.EDU! 
paulf@ames.arpa 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <8510@lib.tmc.edu>, <C1DHyE.3Kz@hpuerca.atl.hp.com>, 
<8530@lib.tmc.edu>D 
Subject : Re: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 


jmaynard@oac.hsc.uth.tmc.edu (Jay Maynard) writes: 

>The systems are closed because they've been overrun with lids in the past who 
>simply want to use the links to talk to their buddies across the state 
>without helping out with the considerable work and expense involved. It's sad 
>that there are freeloaders who only want to take, but it's a fact of life. 


This is probably the most valid argument for closed repeaters. It simply is 
not fair to expect access to someone else's station, period. Other factors 
may enter into the decision, but in the end, the only fair procedure is to 
let the trustee make the open/closed judgement. 


This issue is only relevant when all of the spectrum in a particular band is 

in use, a phenomenon peculiar to a few urban centers. In most of those 
centers, sanctions are not permanent; the continuance of a sanction is a 

value judgement of the coordinating body. So, if open systems have inherently 
higher value, then obtaining a sanction over that of a closed (and little used) 
system is trivial. 


-=Paul Flaherty, N9FZX | "My boy, we are pilgrims in an unholy land." 
->paulf@Stanford.EDU | -- Dr. Henry Jones Sr. 


Date: 25 Jan 93 21:44:55 GMT 
From: yuma! gw214790@purdue. edu 
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <8510@lib.tmc.edu>, <C1IDHyE.3Kz@hpuerca.atl.hp.com>, 
<1k1ilmINNb7m@tamsun.tamu.edu> 
Subject : Re: Closed repeaters (FCC wants them open) 


In article <1k1ilmINNb7m@tamsun.tamu.edu> kurt@cs.tamu.edu (Kurt Freiberger) 
writes: 

>It would seem that if we nuke Georgia, we can reduce the static bandwidth of 
>this newsgroup by at least 80%. 8-3 

>Kurt Freiberger, wb5bbw kurt@cs.tamu.edu 409/847-8607 fax:409/847-8578 


And if we also did Texas, we could reduce the static bandwidth by about 
99.9%. Between you and Maynard, you guys post about 90% of this group. 
Do you guys in Texas work? 


Close whatever repeater you want. If I work simplex on the output, what are 
ya gonna do about it. 


(expletives deleted) 
Galen Watts, KFOYJ, formerly NORFX, formerly WDOGBH. 


End of Ham-Policy Digest V93 #22 
KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK KKK KEKE KRKR AK KIK 


